above be correct, (and Dr. Budge, in the Introttuction to his edition of the Ethiopic text, is quite convinced that it is), we have not seen, elsewhere, the Propagation of the Christian Faith conducted on this wise, nor on so grand a scale. Even if we consider the alleged Buddhist colouring excessive, and the argument over-strained, we should still regard with wonder the attempt to re-write and express one great religion, in the language of another. It is a phenomenon in the art of interpretation. Buddha is brought forward to endorse the doctrines of Jesus, to encourage Christians in the practice of these, and to be canonized rather than disowned.
But a find more romantic even than these, to many scholars, was Dr. Armitage Robinson's discovery, that the same veil of anonymity that covered the Buddha had been thrown over a great Christian figure of the second century, and that his brave speech, on behalf of the Christian Faith, to the Roman Emperor of his day, had been boldly utilized, by the author, for his hero, in a similar situation. Who would have thought to see the form of Aristides the Christian philosopher step out from behind the arras in the palace of King Abenner and his son Prince Joasaph 2 Such a discovery at once enables the Christian scholar to say that, however much the shadow of Buddha may be over the story, we have here a personality much more definite, and one, therefore, more useful to the historian than many Buddhas.
The next stage of the critical investigation into the history and sources of the story of Barlaam and Joasaph, is our own recent discovery, that the writer (whoever he was, let us, for convenience, still call him John of Damascus), had already tried his ' prentice hand, on the religious novel, and had been so pleased with his first effort, and its reception, that he soon wrote a second, in which he followed closely the form of the first, repeated some of its matter, and amid much that was fresh included the famous " Apology " ofArisli&s.
For his first theme, he selected the fortunes and fate of an entirely mythical personage, known to the West as Catherine of Alexandria. The crux of the story is her trial, before a persecuting emperor, and her confutation, in the presence of an assembled court and crowd, of fifty-five Pagan orators. Catherine defends the Faith in terms borrowed, (as in the case ol the other Romance), from a Greek Apology, (since lost, and not yet identified as to author), and the THE S O U R C E S OF BARLAAM AND JOASAPH 121 story is told with such skill and so convincingly, that it has been accepted for centuries as authentici.history. Catherine has her seat among the Saints, and by her influence helps others thither ; for the frequent interviewsithat Joan of Arc had with the imaginary heroine of Alexandria, must have been a powerful factor in the chain of events that finally assigned the Maid a place amongst the Martyrs in Paradise.
Let us now briefly re-state our case, so far, and our conclusions.
John of Damascus writes a novel called Catheri?ze o f AZexand? ia, her life, h e r Christian teslinzony azd herglorious Martyrdom : (let us call it A. C., Acts of Catherine).
In so doing, he incorporated portions of an Apology for the Christian Faith, which we will denote by the sign Q, (Q = QueZle or Quadratus).
H e then proceeded to write a much longer story, for which he drew from nearly all the books in his library. The identification of these is still far from complete, but his chief sources were (I) his Catherine novel, (2) the Apology of Aristides, and (3) a group of ApoZogzes o r Parables, ten in!number, which clearly belong to a single collection, and appear to,be Oriental in origin ; (we may call them Parl, Par,, etc.). So far, so good, but here the objection arises that though there may be much in common, the method of composition is different in each, and that the difference is not altogether explained by the variation in the points of view of the two incorporated Apologies. In Barlaam, the transferred matter has been taken nearly en bloc ; the Apology itself has been recovered and we can see, from the Syriac Version, what Aristides discoursed on ; to wit, the Stoic Doctrine of Cod and Providence, the wickedness and folly of the Olympians, the partial illumination of the Jews, the sublime doctrine and incomparable virtue of the Christians. When we turn to the Catherine legend and its embedded matter, we find a complete change in the thought and ground of argument. Catherine, i.e. her source (Q), is frankly Euhemeristic ; the doctrine of Euhemerus, that the gods are only dead men heroized, is to be roved from the Pagan writers themselves, from historians like Diodore and Hecataeus (the real father of Euhemerism), from philosophers like Plato, and from poets, including Homer and Hesiod. All of this is promised, but all is not fulfilled.
Plato, for instance, who should have been spokesman for the others, is missing, and we wonder if we were right in assuming that he was meant to appear in the witness box.
Here we are helped by a discovery made by myself, and described in an article entitled The Qzcest f o r Quadratus in the BULLETIN of the Rylands Library. In the Creek Calendar records, at a date only a little later than that assigned to St. Catherine, mention is made of a saint and martyr named Eustratius, who, with a group of martyrs from Cappadocia and Armenia, defended the Faith before the representative of Diocletian. In the story of his martyrdom, a similar situation is described, to that of Catherine. H e too, is an Apologist, and in his Defence, and to our great satisfaction, we find part of the matter missing from Catherine's. Here is the Plato part of the Apology we are in search of. Doubt as to this, if we had any, would disappear, when we see the same Euhemeristic turns of speech in both ; not only does Plato talk side by side with Diodore and Orpheus, but he is "your Plato" as Diodore is "your Diodore," etc. W e do not need further that a common document has been used. W e must, however, go carefully. How comes it that Eustratius (whom we will, for brevity, call E) selected the very portions of Q which Catherine had omitted ? Has E some direct link of authorship with Catherine, and is it possible to maintain that the same hand can be detected in Barlaam, in Catherine, and in part, at least, in
Eustratius ? This seems unlikely, especially as to the latter, the writing of which is, for the most part, very poor, scarcely rising above the level of conventional hagiography. Can we then, by any method, connect the three writings, either wholly or in part, with one another ? To this interesting enquiry we now address ourselves. It will be remembered that one of the sources of the Barlaam story is a series of Apologues, not necessarily Christian, and not improbably Indian. The monk Barlaam makes much of these in his instruction of the young Prince Joasaph. They are, in the editorial judgement, ten in number, and may be described as follows :
1. The King's brother, and the Trumpet of Death. T h e recurrence in the formula of quotation, of the words we have underlined, promptly suggests that this is another story from the same source, and as deftly, as in the other case, converted to the service of Christian doctrine. W e cannot but think we are in the same workshop from whence came Barlaam and Joasaph. The parable itself we will call The Stovy of the Kifzg, the Slave and the Bear. 
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Let us look now at the Eustratius story. When the Martyr is challenged by the Governor to give an account of himself as regards the faith he has embraced, he uses the opportunity thus afforded him for apologetic discourse, and proceeds in the same manner as Barlaam, telling first of the Fall that has no Redemption of the Angels, and then of the Fall and the Redemption of Man. E depends on Q 2 on Par. and on B-J : the last line meaning that E has not only copied the language of B-J, but has thoughtfully picked up the missing part of Q and a missing element in the Apologues.
Clearly, the natural conclusion as to these relations is, that John of Damascus is responsible for the Catherine story, the Barlaam romance, and the apologetic section of Eustratius. T h e workshop where all these delightful fictions were produced is the Monastery of S. Saba near the Dead Sea ; and the writings that were utilized (Aristides, Quadratus (?), a collection of Eastern Stories, the Orations of Gregory of Nazianzus, the instructions of Agapetus, etc), were in the Library of the convent in question. None of the Apologetic tractsis now to be found, either at St. Saba or amongst the books that were removed from St. Saba to Jerusalem.
SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES.
Since we published, in the BULLETIN for Oct. 1923, our argument that the Acts of Cathcn'm contained fragments of A Lost Chrishan AjoZogy, and that these Acts were by the same author as the Romance of Barlaam and Joasaph, in which the Afo/ogy o f Am.sti&s is embedded, the hypothesis has met with contradictory criticism from various quarters. It is agreed that the Acts of Cadhrine has been used freely by the writer of B-J, (that fact being incontrovertible), but it is argued by Dr. Armitage Robinson that the supposed apologetic matter in the Acts is taken from the Byzantine Chronographer, John Malalas, and that, in consequence, the hypothesis of the incorporation of a second century Apology does not survive criticism. It is also maintained, in a recently published and, at first sight, exhaustive treatment of the subject by E. Klostermann and E. Seeberg, that the Apologetic matter in Catherine is to be credited to Malalas on the one hand, and to a collection of sixth century oracles on the other, and that the supposition and argument in favour of a second century apology is finally shattered.' Clearly, from the confident tone of the critics (the German verdict is that " the Passion of Catherine depends upon John Malalas and only on him,") the enquiry must be canied further, if the second century hypothesis is not to be regarded as dead and buried. W e proceed, therefore, to point out some further considerations which have escaped the observation of the acute critics to whom we have referred.
Catherine, in the legend, opens her Apology by an argument on the lines of Euhemerus, that the C e e k gods are the apotheosis of dead men, and she proceeds to quote two writers, in the first instance, from the ranks of the C e e k historians, in favour of the Euhemeristic position. T h e first is Diodorus Siculus, the second is anonymous, and is introduced as " another of your wise historians." It does not seem to have occurred to the critics that, in real life, it would hardly be convincing to a Roman Emperor to be referred to as a casual and unknown historian ; and the same thing would be true in the case of a writer of romance, making an argument before an imaginary emperor. Evidently, the name of the second of the pair of Euhemerist authors has been lost ; it is, however, easy to restore it : a single letter has dropped ; for ZXXoq read O&XXos, and we have the missing T h e emendation being *allowed, the argument of Catherine is transferred to the second century. Tertullian took it from earlier Creek writers, not from SMalalas, who is centuries later. T h e Catherine extracts and the attached arguments cannot have come from Malalas, for the chronographer in question does not mention Thallus --(except in one obscure passage ,which does not concern us here). Moreover, in the passage, which Catherine takes from Thallus (describing the origin of idolatry in the days of Serug), Malalas, in the corresponding text, cites his authority for his statements ; the two names which he gives are Eusebius, and a certain very wise Rheginus who compiled the names of the deified men. O n Catherine's evidence, the extracts come from Thallus, not from Eusebius, who does not mention Thallus, nor from Rheginus, who is another writer altogether.
Thus Malalas cannot be the source of the Passion of Catherine, in the extracts to which we refer. He, himself, must have ultimately drawn, as we at first suggested, from the same, source as Catherine, that is to say, in all probability, from a Christian Apology of the second century.
T h e next stage, then, in the investigation will be the determination of whatever other apologetic matter in Catherine belongs to the same century, and for this identification we shall not only be able to use the second century apologists as known to us, but to have the advantage of the discovery that Tertullian and certain other Latin apologiits have been working on Creek matter. Very often the missing Creek can be found in Justin, Athenagoras or in the Cohorlatio ad Gentes ascribed to Justin. T h e enquiry will also throw light on Tertullian ' A similar conjunction of Thallus and Diodorus in AFricanus, quoted in Euseb., P.E., x., 10, and Ps. Justin, Cohort., c. 9.
himself, who will become more intelligible as soon as we have satisfied ourselves that the first and greatest Latin Apologist draws freely upon the Greek Apologists who preceded him. Here is an instance, by way of illustration. Tertullian tells us (Ajol., c. 14) of the wounding of Aphrodite by Diomede ; the passage is rendered by Souter as follows : " Venus wounded by an arrow from a human hand, because she wished to snatch her son Aeneas, when almost killed, from the same Diomede (who had wounded herself)." Souter has added the words in brackets to explain the obscurity in the reference to "the same Diomede." T h e expansion is awkward, for Venus had not yet been wounded, when she tried to rescue her son. Evidently there should have been a previous statement concerning someone else who had been wounded by Diomede : nor is it difficult to find the missing clause. For, on turning to Ps. Justin, Coko~tatio, c. 2, we find that " Homer says that Ares a?zdAfk~odzte were wounded by Diomede."
Tertullian, 'then, has either accidentally or carelessly omitted the words which describe the wounding of Ares : and we see now what he means by " ab eodem Diomede." This simple illustration shows us that in the account of the mishaps and misdeeds of the gods which the early apologists extracted from Homer, place must be found for the wounds which warriors inflicted on their deities. But, in fact, nearly the whole of the Homeric matter in the Cokortatio is a stratum from the primitive Christian Apologetic. Further development of this theme may be expected in the BULLETIN for next July.
